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 Tensions over natural resources in the African Great Lakes region spawned an 
environmental peacebuilding pilot project funded by the European Union and United Nations 
with the goal of building civil society’s capacity to facilitate conflict resolution and promote 
natural resource governance. Because of civil society’s position on the ground, its ability to 
increase representation of local interests in decision-making processes is debated. Proper 
representation can promote democratically legitimate governance that may have implications on 
peace and development. This thesis seeks to answer how two civil society organizations apart of 
this environmental peacebuilding initiative, Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development and 
Ecological Christian Organization, make claims at democratic legitimacy. Based on my findings, 
I argue through the ways in which they strive to increase inclusivity, provide control 
mechanisms, and promote discursive balance they contribute to democratic legitimacy.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
The African Great Lakes region contains ecologically diverse biomes including 
freshwater systems, grasslands, subtropical rainforests, and temperate highlands that contain high 
levels of minerals (Omeje & Hepner, 2013). Minerals from this region include tin, gold, 
tantalum, and tungsten which are used to produce common electronics and motor-powered 
vehicles such as planes and cars (Partnership Africa Canada, n.d.). While many in the region rely 
on artisanal mining for income, this sector has been riddled with corruption and natural resources 
have become a source of conflict in the already conflict prone region. In addition, the region is 
both defined and encircled by fragile states which has hindered development and created an 
unstable political climate (Omeje & Hepner, 2013). 
Environmental peacebuilding refers to utilizing natural resources to promote cooperation 
in post-conflict areas with the hope of facilitating peace (Dresse et al., 2019; Conca, 2001). The 
African Great Lakes region is referred to as a region that “possesses extraordinary potential for 
peace and development” (Omeje & Hepner, 2013, p. 1). Recognizing this potential, the European 
Union (EU) and United Nations (UN) created an environmental peacebuilding pilot project in the 
region with the aim of improving natural resource governance and preventing conflict. This 
project involved targeting six civil society organizations to build their capacity to understand and 
manage conflicts related to land and natural resources (UNEP, 2016).  
Civil society organizations or non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are argued to be a 
potential avenue for states to effectively implement environmental decisions because of their 
unique position at the grassroots or ground level. Being on the ground may also make NGOs 
legitimate actors for representing the interests of local communities (Pattberg & Zelli, 2015). 
Because the nations that comprise the African Great Lakes region have limited statehood, efforts 




The research question I will answer is, how do civil society actors within environmental 
peacebuilding make claims at democratic legitimacy? To answer this question, I will analyze two 
NGOs, the Rwanda Insitiative for Sustainable Development (RISD) and the Ecological Christian 
Organization (ECO), using Dingwerth’s (2007a) framework for assessing democratic legitimacy. 
I will use this framework because it allows for the assessment of real-life transboundary 
governance. For data, I will utilize the websites of each NGO along with reports published by the 
organizations. These documents are essential to answer the questions necessary to assess the 
democratic legitimacy of transnational rule-makers and will be selected to meet these needs. 
Understanding how these civil society actors contribute to democratic legitimacy will contribute 
to better governance and stronger peacebuilding in these nations. 
This paper continues as follows, chapter two reviews the state-of-the art for 
environmental peacebuilding, civil society within global environmental governance, and offers 
historical, political, and societal insight on the African Great Lakes region followed by the 
problem statement. Chapter three introduces Dingwerth’s (2007a) framework used to answer the 
research question. Chapter four outlines the method and the sources used to operationalize the 
research. Chapter five presents the analysis on RISD and ECO and interprets the findings to 
answer the research question. Lastly, chapter six concludes by summarizing how the findings 




CHAPTER 2: STATE-OF-THE-ART 
To answer the above research question, several concepts and histories are important to 
understand. First, this chapter outlines the progression of environmental peacebuilding as an 
academic debate and defines necessary concepts. Next, the academic debate that surrounds civil 
society’s role in global environmental governance is synthesized. The following section explains 
the political and social climate of the African Great Lakes region and discusses why it was 
chosen for this study. 
Section 2.1 Environmental Peacebuilding 
The concept of environmental peacebuilding is argued to be a paradigm shift away from 
the assumption that environmental issues cause violent conflict and towards the assumption that 
they instead can act as a means for facilitating international peace (Dresse et. al, 2019). Several 
scholars have examined the causal links between abundance and scarcity of natural resources and 
conflict (Bächler, 1999; Collier and Hoeffler, 2012; De Soysa, 2002; Homer-Dixon, 1999). 
Conca (2001) was the first to propose the potential for environmental problems to act as sources 
for cooperative action, as opposed to conflict in the form of environmental peacemaking. He 
forms two hypotheses for pathways to international peace and human security: changing the 
strategic climate and strengthening post-Westphalian governance. He concludes with four 
mechanisms by which environmental cooperation may lead to post-Westphalian governance- 
“the creation of new forms of interdependence, fostering new norms, deepening of transnational 
civil society, and transformation of governmental institutions in the direction of greater 
transparency and democratic accountability” (Conca, 2001, p. 1). 
Conca and Dabelko (2002) draw upon previous findings by beginning to identify specific 
conditions and institutional forms in which environmental problems may trigger cooperation and 
peace. Their volume conceptualizes environmental peacemaking and provides six case studies 
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highlighting the politics of environmental cooperation. While it is argued that 
environmental cooperation is not easy nor will it lead to automatic peace, the authors still find 
that many environmental problems have useful properties that can be used to build peace while 
lessening environmental detriment. Skepticism that such contentions are mere “functionalism” is 
acknowledged and dismissed on the account that environmental issues represent high politics for 
many regions and a changing world opens space to at least contest dominant forms of resource 
extraction and access to nature (p. 17). 
Matthew et al. (2002) include fundamental chapters for debates on environmental conflict 
prevention. This volume argues that investment in environmental conservation and sustainable, 
equitable management of natural resources could offset funds spent on humanitarian aid by 
attacking the roots of conflict. Their thesis is that the mismanagement of natural resources could 
have a destabilizing effect on regions and produce conflict, but better management could 
contribute to stability and eventual peacebuilding (p. 5). Matthew et al. (2009) is a report 
commissioned by the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) that sets six recommendations for 
the UN Peacebuilding Commission and the greater international community to consider the 
environment in peacebuilding interventions and conflict prevention. These recommendations 
include advancement of early warning and action within the UN, improved protection of natural 
resources in conflict zones, the inclusion of the environment in peacemaking, peacekeeping, and 
peacebuilding processes, utilization of natural resources for economic recovery, and taking 
advantage of environmental cooperation potentials (p. 5). Upon reviewing conflict histories and 
future risks, the report asserts that integrating the environment and natural resources into 
peacebuilding is “no longer an option- it is a security imperative” (p. 5).   
Conca and Wallance (2009) review the UNEP’s post-conflict assessments and compile 
patterns and lessons over the previous decade. From these findings, entry points for 
environmental initiatives in peacebuilding and requirements for such initiatives to achieve 
peacebuilding goals are identified. Direct environmental damages found across cases include 
“impacts on human displacement; toxic hazards from bombardment, oil fires, and conflict in 
industrial areas; the conflict-deforestation link; landmines, unexploded ordnance, and depleted 
uranium weapons; and water supplies, sanitation, waste disposal, and public health” (pp. 490-




environment consisting of three main categories: environmental threats from mismanagement; 
disruption in good governance and coordination; and effects on livelihood (p. 491). One 
recommendation is to promote effective environmental governance to create a strong foundation 
for sustainable development and peace (p. 497). 
To date, there are two prominent review articles on environmental peacebuilding, Dresse 
et al. (2019) and Ide (2019). The latter creates a structure for environment-peace links based on a 
review of literature and evidence. His work opts for the term environmental peacemaking over 
environmental peacebuilding because it was the term first used by Conca and Dabelko (2002) 
and he finds it to be more inclusive across disciplines. He defines environmental peacemaking as 
“all forms of cooperation on environmental issues between distinct social groups, which aim at 
and/or achieve creating less violent and more peaceful relations between these groups (Ide, 2019, 
p. 329).” He argues that there are three different types of understandings of peace that can be 
thought of as a continuum from negative peace to positive peace: the absence of violent conflict, 
symbolic rapprochement, and substantial integration. Four mechanisms are found to connect 
environmental cooperation to peace: mending environmental issues, fostering understanding and 
trust, preparing interdependence, and building institutions (p. 340). Building institutions is found 
to be the most relevant mechanism connecting environmental cooperation to peace (Ide, 2019).   
Dresse et al., (2019) created the first framework for environmental peacebuilding by 
conceptualizing and explaining the main building blocks and trajectories. They argue that 
peacebuilding contrasts with peacemaking in that its objective is to treat the root of direct or 
structural violence (Conca and Dabelko, 2002; Galtung, 1976; as cited in Dresse et al., 2019), 
whereas peacemaking uses diplomatic negotiations and peace agreements (Lederach, 1997 as 
cited in Dresse et al., 2019). Peacebuilding additionally involves both state and non-state actors 
(Dresse et al., 2019, pp. 101-102). They define environmental peacebuilding as, “the process 
through which environmental challenges shared by the (former) parties to a violent conflict are 
turned into opportunities to build lasting cooperation and peace” (p. 104). Further, they create a 
framework that encompasses various initial conditions, mechanisms, and outcomes and defines 
three trajectories: technical, restorative, and sustainable environmental peacebuilding (Dresse et 




While environmental peacebuilding includes an array of initiatives, it has been criticized 
for its reliance on a rational choice conception of human behavior, which implies actors will 
choose cooperation that is mutually beneficial over zero-sum conflict and espousing a neoliberal 
ideology, which views competition as the defining factor of human behavior (Conca and 
Dabelko, 2002; Dresse et al., 2019). When peacebuilding was mainstreamed in the early nineties, 
the approach was mainly top-down and fixated on building state capacities, security, and 
political processes (Conca, 2001, Dresse et al., 2019). However, this state-centric approach had 
little success and a low return on investment that led to the inclusion of more regional actors to 
build legitimacy and foster local ownership. Unfortunately, many of these attempts remained 
superficial because of a heavy focus placed on peacebuilding through economic triggers for 
cooperation and an absence of consideration for the local agency (Dresse et al., 2019, p. 102).   
Krampe (2017) identifies three critiques of environmental peacebuilding. First, there is a 
theoretical gap between natural resources, environmental cooperation, and peace in a post-
conflict context. In other words, we do not yet understand how environmental cooperation 
produces peace, but only that the risk of conflict increases when post-conflict natural resource 
management is not enacted (p. 5). Future research on how environmental cooperation impacts 
not only the variables Conca (2001) presents, but also well-acknowledged variables in peace 
studies such as political legitimacy and reconciliation is needed to understand how the 
environment can produce peace (para. 16). Second, much research on environmental 
peacebuilding fails to use peace and conflict studies terminology and concepts complicating 
knowledge transfer between disciplines. One noted peacebuilding debate that is absent in 
environmental peacebuilding research is the concept of hybrid peace- an outcome from tensions 
between international and regional actors that leaves post-conflict regions in a state that is neither 
peace nor war (para. 17). Third, environmental peacebuilding is criticized for its lack of a clear 
definition which complicates comparison and systematic analysis. One consistent, coherent 
definition will allow for a clear theoretical understanding of natural resource management in 
peacebuilding (para. 18). 
Looking at key literature on environmental peacebuilding, it can be deduced that 
environmental issues can present tools for peacebuilding. While environmental peacebuilding is 




peace, this study works to fill this gap by examining democratic legitimacy within the context of 
my chosen case study in the African Great Lakes region. Critics have acknowledged that 
previous failures are correlated to the lack of involvement of local agencies. I discuss next how 
civil society plays a role in global environmental governance. 
Section 2.2 Civil Society in Global Environmental Governance 
 In transnational governance, non-state actors are increasingly responsible for influencing 
the rule-making activities of governments in particular issue areas, such as natural resource 
management. The rise of environmental activism through civil society has emerged as a response 
to slow or gridlocked forms of negotiations led by the state (Dingwerth, 2007b). While 
traditional international relations theory views the state as the primary actor, the rise of civil 
society brings to light questions about legitimacy, power, and influence beyond the state 
(Pattberg & Zelli, 2015; Betsill & Corell, 2008; Brown & Jagadananda, 2007). Civil society 
could offer a normative component to global environmental governance by representing the 
shared interests of local actors (Pattberg & Zelli, 2015).  
Pattberg and Zelli (2015) conceptualize civil society, social movements, and NGOs- all 
terms used interchangeably to represent this arena. Civil society is used as an umbrella term for 
activist groups that contribute to change in global environmental governance by identifying 
environmental problems and influencing processes (para. 5). Social movements have been 
defined as “an organized effort by a large number of people to bring about or impede social, 
political, economic, or cultural change” (University of Minnesota, 2016, para. 3). Such 
movements are known to hold values of democracy and justice and attack neoliberal global 
governance institutions and global capitalist structures viewed as the origin of the environmental 
calamity (Pattberg & Zelli, 2015; Park, 2013). NGOs are defined as non-profit organizations that 
claim independence from the state and the market and defend public goods and collective goals. 
They can have consultative status but must be non-commercial, non-violent, non-criminal, and 
not a political party. NGOs further cannot be created through intergovernmental agreements but 
should hold interests relevant to international organizations and engage in independent 
relationships with the state(s) (Pattberg & Zelli, 2015). The three most important roles of NGOs 




and monitoring and implementation of international environmental agreements (Pattberg & Zelli, 
2015, para. 15).  
Contemporary global environmental governance research is concerned with the extent to 
which these forms of governance are effective and legitimate (Young, 2011; Kalfagianni & 
Pattberg, 2013; Dingwerth, 2007a; Dryzek & Stevenson, 2011). First, researchers debate the 
power and influence NGOs have since they have no formal representation or voting power 
within international organizations. An example of a research question that is asked is, “to what 
extent do NGOs successfully influence global environmental policymaking and bring positive 
change in issues such as reduction of greenhouse gases, wildlife protection and hazardous waste 
management?” (Pattberg & Zelli, 2015, para. 15). Involved with the debate over power, global 
environmental governance is becoming less state-centric because of the increasing role that civil 
society plays in the formation and implementation of policies and institutions. For states, this can 
be more cost efficient and more effective as civil society is already on the ground and may have 
specialized expertise (Bernauer & Betzold, 2012). Others argue increased power is at the 
expense of state sovereignty (Grieco & Ikenberry, 2004).  
Second, researchers debate the extent to which NGOs contribute to the democratization 
of global environmental politics (Omelicheva, 2009). NGOs claim to decrease the democratic 
deficit by representing public interest, serving as a platform for marginalized voices to be heard, 
and monitoring activity of international organizations (Bäckstrand, 2012). Dombrowski (2010) 
argues there are three types of NGO responses that could contribute to decreasing the democratic 
deficit in climate policy making. First, design proposals created by NGOs for increasing 
representation of marginalized voices among governments. Second, demands by NGOs for better 
opportunities for societal stakeholders at all levels of policy making. Third, ensuring NGOs have 
proper representative practices in their decision making and governance structures themselves (p. 
397).  
However, skeptics argue that civil society itself lacks legitimacy and accountability for a 
variety of reasons. Bernauer and Betzold (2012) argue that civil society is not required to have 
electoral mechanisms that are based on the standards of liberal, representative democracies for 
which actors that make decisions are put into power. Therefore, while civil society claims to 




The public also has no way of holding these actors accountable for their action or inaction nor 
may it have the interest in doing so. There is also a lack of evidence proving that the public 
views negotiations and decisions made with the involvement of civil society as more legitimate. 
Skeptics also highlight that the interests and representation of large, professionalized NGOs such 
as Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace are biased and aligned with many governments (Pattberg 
& Zelli, 2015). Scholte (2011) is concerned with their removal from grassroots or local agency 
which restricts their ability to act as watchdogs and represent marginalized voices.  
To summarize, the extent to which NGOs help or hinder legitimate governance remains 
puzzling. On the one hand, NGOs could serve as an effective way for states to tackle 
environmental issues and increase democratic legitimacy because of civil society’s involvement 
on the ground. On the other hand, how effective this work is or to what extent NGOs accurately 
represent the public and therefore increase legitimacy is up for debate.  
Section 2.3 The African Great Lakes Region 
 The African Great Lakes region is an ideal case study for this research because of its 
potential for peace. Marked with varying sociopolitical contexts and histories, the natural and 
cultural resources within this region offer opportunity for cooperation and development (Omeje 
& Hepner, 2013). Comprised of Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, Uganda, Tanzania, and the 
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), this region is diverse religiously, linguistically, 
culturally, and politically with many differing cultural and legal traditions. In addition, the 
naturally occurring minerals and biomes make this region ecologically diverse (Omeje & 
Hepner, 2013). 
 Historically, the African Great Lakes region has been prone to intrastate and interstate 
conflicts making peace a scarce commodity in the region. These conflicts involve many actors 
from regional and international levels (Ansorg, 2011) and commonly are related to governance 
issues, divisions in identity, structural violence, and problems with equitable access and 
exploitation of natural resources (Van Leeuwen, 2008). Conflict may begin at an intrastate level 
but due to strong cross-border ties and ethnic identities that transcend borders, conflicts often 
destabilize the entire region (Kanyagara, 2016, para. 3). Governance issues have resulted in 




natural resources (Kanyagara, 2016). Tackling the root causes of conflict can lead to better 
governance, stronger security, and peace. 
Several conflicts related to the construction of nation-state borders between the African 
Great Lakes region have occurred including “genocide in Rwanda; civil wars in Burundi, DRC, 
and Uganda; flawed democratic elections and violence in Kenya; ethnic hostilities and pastoral 
conflicts in most states; as well as boundary disputes, cross-bored rebel incursions, and interest-
driven political interventionism” (Omeje & Hepner, 2013, p. 1). Additionally, conflicts have 
occurred over the control of and access to artisanal minerals and such minerals have been used to 
finance armed groups in the DRC and neighboring countries (Partnership Africa Canada, n.d.).  
  Multiple scholars have researched environmental peacebuilding within the Great Lakes 
region. For example, Kameri-Mbote (2006, 2007) emphasizes that this region is the ideal 
location to implement and research environmental peacebuilding because it is highly dependent 
on natural resources for economic development, the betterment of livelihoods for people, and 
many conflicts are connected to environmental factors. Obika and Bibangambah (2013) explore 
the connection between climate change, pastoralists, and conflict within the region. After 
reviewing peacebuilding strategies, they argue that a rights-based peacebuilding approach that is 
implemented at the grassroots level is the best course of action to create positive transformation 
for these communities. Martin et al. (2011) focus on just the DRC, Rwanda, and Uganda and 
explore transboundary conservation activity. They determine that conflict and cooperation are 
not mutually exclusive which contributes to our understanding of transboundary environmental 
management regimes. 
Section 2.4 Problem Statement  
The African Great Lakes region has been riddled with conflict for many years for a 
variety of reasons including exploitation and unequal access to natural resources. Tackling root 
causes of conflict can contribute to security and peace. The concept of environmental 
peacebuilding claims that natural resources can contribute to cooperation, instead of conflict 
(Conca, 2001). The EU-UN environmental peacebuilding pilot project in the African Great 
Lakes region works to increase the capacity of local NGOs to contribute to conflict resolution 
and decrease environmental issues that are root causes of conflict (UN, n.d.). However, 




just. The involvement of civil society or NGOs in environmental peacebuilding initiatives can 
give space for local voices and opinions to be included in governance processes, hence 
increasing democratic legitimacy of decision-making processes. 
While much research has been conducted on peacebuilding, civil society, and democracy 
within the African Great Lakes region (Omeje & Hepner, 2013; Obika and Bibangambah, 2013; 
Mulindwa, 2020), little is known how civil society actors make claims at democratic legitimacy 
in the region. Since global governance includes actors that are not states, understanding the 
extent to which civil society actors are legitimate will contribute to building better governance. 
Better governance then contributes to peace and development.  
The context of this study is to explicitly examine two NGOs, the Rwanda Institute for 
Sustainable Development and the Ecological Christian Organization, to determine how they 
contribute to democratically legitimacy through their engagement with the EU-UN pilot project 
environmental peacebuilding initiative. The purpose of this research is to contribute to our 
knowledge on transnational rulemaking outside the state. This paper seeks to answer the 
question, how do these selected civil society actors in the African Great Lakes region make 
claims at democratic legitimacy? To investigate, this project will use Dingwerth’s (2007a) 
framework for assessing democratic legitimacy. Through desk research, I will analyze the 




CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
This chapter presents the theoretical framework used to answer the research question. First, 
Dingwerth’s (2007a) framework for assessing the democratic legitimacy that proposes three 
dimensions for assessment- inclusivity, democratic control, and discursive value is outlined. 
Second, Table 1 presents each dimension’s proposed questions.   
Section 3.1 Democratic Legitimacy of Transnational Rule-Making Bodies 
There is a lively debate on how best to democratize governance beyond the state (Zürn, 
2000; Swyngedouw, 2005; Wiener, 2008; Gardner, 2008). In theory, global governance is said to 
only be prosperous if rooted in and committed to the principles of equity and democracy found in 
civil society (Commission on Global Governance, 1995, p. 6). How this statement translates into 
practical measures on the ground is less understood. Even so, there is consensus from academic 
as well as non-academic literature that the current system of global governance should be 
democratized. Dingwerth’s (2007a) work provides an insight in how one might press theory into 
practice. He proposes to assess the democratic legitimacy of international governance along three 
dimensions: participation and inclusiveness, democratic control, and the discursive quality of 
opinion about.  
 To conceptualize democratic legitimacy, it is important to distinguish the differences 
between sociological and normative understandings of legitimacy. Sociological conceptions 
answer questions about acceptance of authority, as opposed to normative conceptions which 
question the acceptability of authority (Dingwerth, 2007a, p. 14). Within normative legitimacy, 
there are three types of legitimacy that can be measured: consent of affected (input) (Scharpf, 
1999), the procedure (throughput) (Zürn, 2000), and quality of results (output) (Scharpf, 1999). 
Democratic legitimacy is a normative concept made up of input and throughput legitimacy 
measured through observing decision-making processes (Dingwerth, 2007a, p. 15).  
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To elaborate, participation and inclusiveness involve determining which actors can 
participate and how. Democratic control involves accountability and transparency to ensure 
constituents are informed about processes. Discursive quality refers to the ability of constituents 
to question, disagree, and impact decisions. From this framework, Dingwerth (2007a) generates a 
series for evaluating the legitimacy of transnational governance processes, and which can also be 
used to evaluate the role of NGOs in enhancing or impeding legitimate governance (pp.34-35). A 
rule-making process is said to be democratically legitimate “to the extent that it is inclusive, 
provides for mechanisms of democratic control, and is based on a deliberative style of decision-
making” (Dingwerth, 2007a, p. 36). 
Table 1 presents the questions proposed to assess each conceptual dimension- inclusivity, 
democratic control, and discursive quality. Inclusivity includes scope of participation and quality 
of participation. Democratic control includes democratic accountability and transparency. 
Discursive quality includes deliberativeness and discursive balance. I will use this framework to 
assess the decision-making processes of the Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development and 
the Ecological Christian Association to determine the extent to which these civil society make 
claims at democratically legitimate. Democratically legitimate actors can contribute to more fair 
and just governance.  
  
TABLE 1: Dingwerth’s Proposed Questions 




● How are relevant constituencies identified and 
defined? 
● How are the participants determined and 
selected? 
● Which alternatives would have been available? 
● How convincing is the actual choice 
considering the alternatives? 
Quality of 
Participation 
● How do those who are included participate in 
the decision-making process? 
● Are there different qualities of participation? 
● To what extent do constituencies have access to 
the various modes of participation? 
● Is representation a central element of 
participation? 








● Which effective mechanisms of accountability 
exist in each decision-making structure? 
● Which groups have a valid claim to hold 
decision-makers accountable? 
● Which opportunities do these groups have to 
access existing control mechanisms? 
Transparency 
● What information about the existence, 
structure, content, and status of the decision-
making process is available to the public? 
● How and at which costs can those who may be 
significantly affected by a collective decision 
inform themselves about the decision-making 
process? 
● Which barriers to accessing, collecting, and 
disseminating information about the decision-




● To what extent does the structure of a given 
decision-making process allow arguing to 
become a relevant mode of interaction? 
● Which deliberative elements exist in the 
decision-making process? 
● What role do arguments play in the actual 
decision-making process? 
● To what extent do deliberations reach beyond 
elite negotiations? 
● How do participants approach deliberations? 
Discursive Balance 
● What are the qualities of the dominant 
discourse(s) in the issue area in which a 
decision-making process is situated? 
● How do they affect the decision-making 
process? 
● Which role do alternative discourses play? 
(Dingwerth, 2007, pp. 34-35).
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY AND OPERATIONALIZATION 
This chapter presents the case study for this project along with the method and operationalization 
to answer the research question. First, the overall EU-UN pilot project within the African Great 
Lakes region is overviewed. Table 2 presents each individual project that makes up the greater 
EU-UN pilot project. Next, sections 4.1.1and 4.1.2 brief each NGO that will be assessed- RISD 
and ECO. Lastly, I outline how I will answer the components of each research question and map 
the sources used for assessment in Table 3. 
Section 4.1 EU-UN Project in the African Great Lakes Region 
 The EU-UN Partnership on Land, Natural Resources, and Conflict Prevention was 
created in 2008 when the EU partnered with the UN Interagency Framework Team for 
Preventative Action after recognition from both parties that natural resources can “underpin 
development, stability, and livelihoods” and if mismanaged “contribute to negative outcomes 
such as poor growth, corruption, erosion of state authority, and destructive conflict” (UN, n.d.a, 
para. 3). The partnership has three goals for upholding proper natural resource management: 
finding mutual interests between actors within extractive industries, local government, and 
grassroots through involvement and dialogue; averting conflict and displacement through a 
variety of conflict resolution strategies; and guaranteeing the local population has access to and 
is prosperous from natural resources (UN, n.d.a, para. 4).  
 As a pilot project, the EU-UN Partnership created six district-level projects in the African 
Great Lakes region with the intention of building civil society’s capacity to engage in conflict 
prevention and natural resource governance (UNEP, 2016. p. 28). These six projects, outlined in 
Table 2, aimed to tackle different issues in four countries- Burundi, the DRC, Rwanda, and 
Uganda. The first course of action involved training 50 local civil society organizations on 
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conflict prevention, natural resource management, and access to land at a conference in 
Bujumbura in collaboration with the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD), the International Conference on the Great Lakes Region (ICGLR), and the UN 
Economic Commission for Africa (ECA) (UN, n.d.b). Once the conference was completed, the 
EU and UN called for proposals for grant funding for this pilot project (UN, n.d.b). Table 2 
contains the organizations that were granted funding.  
TABLE 2: Organizations Selected for EU-UN Project  
Country Focus of 
Project(s) 
NGO Project Title 
Burundi Transparency and 
legal frameworks 
Observatoire de lutte contre la 
Corruption et les 
Malversations Economiques 
(OLUCOME) 
Campaign for Burundi membership and 
implementation of Extractive Industries 
Transparency Initiative 
Conseil pour le 
Développement Intégré 
(CONSEDI) 
Project support for the formalization of 
artisanal mining in provinces of Cibitoke and 
Kanyanza 
DRC Land disputes and 
artisanal mining 
Action Justice et Paix (AJP) Support to civil society on good land 
governance in Ituri: the case of large mining 
contracts (Province Orientale) 
Comité d'Appui à l'Auto-
Promotion- CAAP 
Tujitegemee 
Support to mediators for conciliating disputes 
between artisanal miners and mining 
enterprises, MH1 enterprise, in the mineral 
zones of Rubaya in Masisi, North Kivu 
Rwanda Mediation 
techniques for land 
related issues 
Rwanda Initiative for 
Sustainable Development 
(RISD) 
Empowering civil society and Abunzi to 
mediate land conflicts 





Strengthening civil society organizations' 
capacities to better understand the dynamics 
of conflicts related to land and natural 
resources in Karamoja Region 
(UN, n.d.b, para. 4 & 8). 
 Because the African Great Lakes region is linguistically diverse (Omeje & Hepner, 
2013), four of the selected organizations are French speaking and two are English speaking. Due 
to this, the two English speaking organizations, RISD and ECO, will be the only organizations 





4.1.1 Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development (RISD) 
 RISD, headquartered in Kigali City, Rwanda, was founded in 1994 following the 
Rwandan geocide with the belief that land is a top priority issue in the country and that issues 
with land governance hinder progress towards sustainable development. When the organization 
was established, sections of the population benefited from “taking up the land of the dead”, 
which made land a heavily politicized issue. Today, population growth and accelerated urban 
growth are the biggest land concerns (RISD, n.d.o). The organization’s vision is “a world, in 
which poor people have equitable access to, and control over their natural resources for 
sustainable development” (RISD, n.d.q, para. 1). Their core values are equity and justice; 
partnership and networking; and grassroots knowledge and participation (RISD, n.d.f). Their 
mission is “RISD will contribute to sustainable development for women and men especially the 
vulnerable through equitable access and use of land; by means of research, networking and 
empowerment of the grassroots” (RISD, n.d.q, para. 2).  
4.1.2 Ecological Christian Organization (ECO) 
 ECO, established in 2005, is an indigenous NGO that represents the interests of 
marginalized communities in Uganda by supporting consistent livelihoods. The organization has 
programs that work to improve ecosystem management and restoration; resilience and climate 
change adaptation; and natural resource governance (ECO, n.d.d). Their objectives are to 
advocate for transparency and accountability within natural resource governance, to protect the 
natural environment while creating opportunities for livelihood, to increase resilience to climate 
change and risk management techniques, and to enhance research on policies relevant to these 
areas (ECO, n.d.m, para. 5-8).  The organization’s vision is “improved quality of life and 
sustainable livelihoods for the underserved and vulnerable groups while building a sustainable 
future” (ECO, n.d.m, para. 1). Their mission is to “engage and empower underserved 
communities and vulnerable groups to discover and overcome the major challenges facing 
society and nature while protecting their rights and dignity for sustainable development” (ECO, 
n.d.m, para. 2).  




 Even though the African Great Lakes region is defined by limited statehood, it represents 
an area with potential for peace and development (Omeje & Hepner, 2013). It is argued that civil 
society may contribute to building legitimacy within global environmental governance through 
its unique position on the ground (Pattberg & Zelli, 2015). RISD and ECO are two NGOs 
selected to implement projects within the region to build natural resource governance and 
conflict resolution capacity (UNEP, 2016). Through engagement in rule-making processes, this 
research is interested in how RISD and ECO make claims at democratic legitimacy. To observe 
this, the webpages from each NGO along with reports and documentaries published to their 
webpages are analyzed. Below, the sources chosen are presented in Table 3 and Table 4. 
TABLE 3: RISD Sources  
RQ: How do civil society actors RISD and ECO make claims at democratic legitimacy? 
Conceptual Dimension RISD Sources 
Inclusivity Scope of 
Participation 
Partners; Action Research; Publications and Abstracts; 
Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development officially 









Activity Background; Conferences; Workshops; LANDNET 
RWANDA CHAPTER CONSULTATIVE MEETING ON 
LAND LEASE AND PROPORTY TAXATION; 
DECLARATION OF THE 1ST RWANDA DIALOGUE ON 
LAND, WORKSHOP ON LAND USE AND 
VILLAGISATION 
Transparency A CONSULTATIVE WORKSHOP ON CAPCITY NEEDS 
OF THE LAND COMMISSION ORGANIZED BY RISD, 
RWANDA LAND COMMITION AND OMBUDSMAN; 
INTERNATIONAL LAND COALITION (ILC) WORKSHOP 
IN KIGALI; A WORKSHOP ON EXPROPRIATION AND 
RELATED DISPUTES MANAGEMENT PROCESS; LAND 
POLICY IN AFRICA: A FRAMEWORK TO STRENGTHEN 
LAND RIGHTS, ENHANCE PRODUCTIVITY AND 







Deliberativeness Activity Background; A CONSULTATIVE WORKSHOP ON 
CAPCITY NEEDS OF THE LAND COMMISSION 
ORGANZIED BY RISD, RWANDA LAND COMMISSION 
AND OMBUDSMAN; INTERNATIONAL LAND 
COALITION (ILC) WORKSHOP IN KIGALI; A 
WORKSHOP ON EXPROPORIATION AND RELATED 
DISPUTES MANAGEMENT PROCESS; LAND POLICY IN 
AFRICA: A FRAMEWORK TO STRENGTHEN LAND 




A CONSULTATIVE WORKSHOP ON CAPCITY NEEDS 
OF THE LAND COMMISISON ORGANZIED BY RISD, 
RWANDA LAND COMMISSION AND OMBUDSMAN; 
INTENATIONAL LAND COALITION (ILC) WORKSHOP 
IN KIGALI; A WORKSHOP ON EXPROPRIATION AND 
RELATED DISPUTES MANAGEMENT PROCESS; LAND 
POLICY IN AFRICA: A FRAMEWORK TO STRENGTHEN 
LAND RIGHTS, ENHANCE PRODUCTIVITY AND 
SECURE LIVELIHOODS  
 
TABLE 4: ECO Sources 
RQ: How do civil society actors RISD and ECO make claims at democratic legitimacy? 
Conceptual Dimension ECO Sources 
Inclusivity Scope of 
Participation 
Ecosystems Management and Restoration; Resilience & 
Climate Change; Natural Resources Governance 
Quality of 
Participation 
Resilience & Climate Change; Karamoja Mining 
Governance (KMG) Project; Strengthening Resilience and 
Sustainable resource use for Food, Health, Livelihoods 
Security of ago-fishing and mining communities in 
Uganda; Projects; Shaping Karamoja’s mining future: The 





Project; Karamoja Extractives & Mineral Sector 
Transparency & Accountability Project 
Transparency Karamoja Mining Governance (KMG) Project; Enhancing 
Resilience of Communities through Integrated Risk 




Assessment Report for the Mining Sector Legal and 
Regulatory Review Processes; The Mining and Mineral 
Bill, 2019; Artisanal miners living in fear of mine collapse 
[Video]; KARAMOJA MINERALS OFFICE LAUNCHED 
IN MOROTO [Video]; Limited information on mineral 
potential in Karamoja [Video]; Minerals Bill 2019 Debate 




Deliberativeness Karamoja Mining Governance (KMG) Project, Enhancing 




Karamoja Mining Governance (KMG) Project, Enhancing 





CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
The following chapter assesses how RISD and ECO make claims at democratic legitimacy by 
looking at the individual decision-making processes that each organization attempts to influence 
through the lens of Dingwerth’s (2007a) framework. I operationalize this framework by utilizing 
each NGO’s website and the additional resources they publish for specific processes to answer 
my research question: how do civil society actors RISD and ECO make claims at democratic 
legitimacy? 
Section 5.1 Assessing the Democratic Legitimacy 
Dingwerth’s (2007a) framework has three conceptual dimensions- inclusivity, democratic 
control, and discursive quality. Below, the questions proposed for each dimension and their 
counterparts are answered for both NGOs divided by conceptual dimension. Each section 
concludes by summarizing and interpreting the findings.  
5.1.1 Inclusivity 
 Inclusivity is the first conceptual dimension identified by Dingwerth (2007a). For 
democratic legitimacy, this dimension requires that the group of decision-makers be identical to 
the group of individuals affected by the decision. It is made up of scope of participation and 
quality of participation. To determine the scope of participation, four questions are proposed: 1. 
How are relevant constituencies identified and defined? 2. How are participants determined and 
selected? 3. Which alternatives would have been available? 4. How convincing is the actual 
choice considering the alternatives? (Dingwerth, 2007a, p. 34). To determine the quality of 
participation five questions are proposed: 1. How do those who are included participate in the 
decision-making process? 2. Are there different qualities of participation? 3. To what extent do 
constituencies have access to the various modes of participation? 4. Is representation a central 
element of participation? 5. Who represents whom in which ways? (Dingwerth, 2007a, p. 34).  
At RISD, relevant constituencies are identified through research. RISD’s strategic 
partners, listed in Appendix 1, contribute to determining how constituencies are selected through 
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policy engagement such as assisting with setting their research agenda, information 
sharing, and providing research funding (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.l). 
Types of research conducted by RISD include action research, publications, abstracts, and the 
ICT4D tool. Action research is completed from the grassroots and has identified several gaps in 
managing land disputes (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.k). Action research, 
along with publications and abstracts include impact studies, analyses using policy frameworks 
and guidelines set out by the African Union (AU), data reports, land mediation analyses and 
recommendations, human rights studies, and women's studies (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable 
Development, n.d.b; Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.m). Lastly, the ICT40 
tool, developed in 2016, is used to map and monitor disputes that are related to land through 
automated data management (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.p). Funded 
through the support of the Royal Kingdom of the Netherlands Embassy, the system will allow for 
the identification of areas for research and information-sharing among RISD partners (Rwanda 
Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.n).  
Participants are determined and selected per event based on relevancy. In terms of the 
scope of participation, RISD’s reach includes 11 out of 30 districts in Rwanda (Rwanda Initiative 
for Sustainable Development, n.d.o). One alternative that is available is expanding this scope to 
include more local actors from additional districts. However, considering the number of 
partnerships they have created and the growth they have achieved since their founding in 1994 
the actual choice is convincing.  
Participants participate in the decision-making process through advocacy, lobbying, 
forums, thematic meetings, trainings, conferences, workshops, and consultancies. Some events 
are directly funded by donors which could contribute to a higher quality of participation. For 
example, in 2009 RISD was subcontracted to provide logistics for a USAID project with the 
Rwanda Government implemented by ARD Inc. The project involved 80 participants including 
facilitators (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.c). The level of access 
constituencies have to various modes of participation varies per event, but representation remains 
key to participation (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.c; Rwanda Initiative for 
Sustainable Development, n.d.e; Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.r). RISD 




local administration and policy makers usually represent the state. Donors are commonly present 
representing themselves as financial contributors. Additionally, international conferences involve 
Heads of State that represent each African nation’s interests (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable 
Development, n.d.e). 
ECO identifies and defines constituencies and determines and selects participants through 
work in three program areas: Ecosystems Management and Restoration, Resilience and Climate 
Change Adaptation, and Natural Resources Governance. Each program uses findings from 
research to determine different goals. The Ecosystems Management and Restoration program 
ensures the integration of factors found to have an effect on effective ecosystem management 
and claims that “all avenues will be explored to promote the participation and inclusion of 
women in the natural resource structures and networks for the management of critical natural 
resources” (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.a, para. 3). The Resilience and Climate 
Change program also ensures the integration of factors found to have an effect on effective 
ecosystem management and commits to enhancing “the capacity of local institutions and 
community groups to support local adaption and disaster risk reduction initiatives” while 
continuing dialogue and research (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.j, para. 2). Lastly, the 
Natural Resources Governance program commits to building capacity to support those that rely 
on natural resources for livelihoods through a variety of tactics at local, district, and national 
levels (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.g, para. 4-5) and ensures that “all avenues will be 
explored to promote the participation and inclusion of women and youth, as key resource users” 
(para. 6). While the programs that ECO has are rooted in research, the types of research the 
organization conducts, who funds the research, and the inclusiveness of their research is not 
reported.  
ECO claims that their directive stretches across the entire country but currently there are 
projects ongoing in only 14 out of 111 districts in Uganda (Ecological Christian Organization, 
n.d.j). Alternatives could be to improve the scope of participation. This could be done through 
additional research to identify constituencies and participants and to extend work into additional 
districts in Uganda. However, ECO’s claims to explore all avenues to include women in the 
Ecosystems Management and Restoration program and women and children in the Natural 




Modes of participation for included participants in decision-making processes take place 
through objectives in projects and events. These modes include but are not limited to awareness 
campaigns, advocacy, trainings, exposure visits, information sharing, organization of groups, 
supporting and promoting better management of various natural resources, capacity building, 
resilience building, and forming partnerships (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.j). The 
qualities for participation vary per project based on the opportunities the project proposes. For 
example, the Karamoja Mining Governance project initiates change through advocacy 
engagements, policy influence, mobilization and awareness campaigns, consultative dialogues, 
and capacity building (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.f, para. 5). Whereas, the 
Strengthening Resilience and Sustainable Resource Use for Food, Health, and Livelihoods 
Security of Agro-Fishing and Mining Communities in Uganda project strengthens resilience of 
households, improves food security, builds community capacity to employ environmental 
enterprises, and increases access to family planning (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.l, 
para. 6). The modes of participation included in the first project contribute more to the decision-
making process than the latter. Constituencies have access to projects and the various modes of 
participation entailed in each to the extent that they are targeted or selected to participate in the 
project.  
Representation is a central element of participation and different constituencies are 
represented in different ways. In addition to general grassroots representation, specific groups 
found through programs to need assistance is a central element of participation in certain 
projects. As mentioned above, women and children are two groups ECO ensured to explore all 
avenues to promote the participation and inclusion of. Several projects focus explicitly on 
children- Elimination of Child Labor in mining in Bugiri and Moroto District, Elimination of 
Child Labor in mining communities through Skilling in Moroto and Bugiri districts, and 
Stopping Child Exploitation through Education & Livelihood. The Karamoja Women in Mining 
& Development Project directly includes women as participates as well (Ecological Christian 
Organization, n.d.i).  
ECO represents the grassroots, civil society, and the indigenous population of Uganda 
through their projects and events but also through their membership of networks, coalitions, 




who represent the financial contributors to their projects and events. One example that illustrates 
the different levels of representation is a pre-consultation meeting that was attended by the 
Ministry of Energy and Mineral Development as representatives of the government, GIZ and 
Montrose International as representatives of international donors, and the Uganda Chamber of 
Mines and Petroleum as a representative of sector opportunities. Also in attendance were 20 civil 
society organization representing local and national level miners (Ecological Christian 
Organization, n.d.k).  
Inclusivity is composed of scope of participation and quality of participation. Observing 
the scope of participation, relevant constituencies are identified and defined for RISD through 
research and funding partners and for ECO through programs and research. Participants are 
determined and selected for RISD per event based on relevancy and for ECO through programs 
and research. Both organizations could expand their scope as one alternative that would have 
been available. However, given the alternatives the actual choices of both organizations are 
convincing. In terms of the quality of participation, those included participate through advocacy, 
lobbying, forums, thematic meetings, trainings, conferences, workshops, and consultancies at 
RISD and through awareness campaigns, advocacy, trainings, exposure visits, information 
sharing, organization of groups, supporting and promoting better management of various natural 
resources, capacity building, resilience building, and forming partnerships at ECO. Different 
levels of participation vary at both organizations- at RISD per event and based on financial 
support and at ECO per event based on opportunities. The extent that constituencies have access 
to the various modes of participation varies for both organizations to the extent that 
constituencies are targeted. Representation is a central element of participation for both 
organizations. Lastly, at RISD, the organization and its partners represent civil society and the 
grassroots, local administration represents government, Heads of State represent the AU as a 
supranational organization, and donors represent financial contributors. At ECO, the 
organization represents civil society, the grassroots, and the indigenous population of Uganda. 
Networks, coalitions, associations, and forums ECO is a member of represent civil society 
interests as well. Funding partners represent financial contributors. 
Inclusivity requires that the group of decision-makers be identical to those affected by a 




country they represent, their partnership with additional civil society actors and membership of 
networks, coalitions, associations, and forums expands their individual scope. While it cannot be 
determined from this research if these partnerships and memberships make the group of 
decision-makers identical to those who are affected by a decision, I argue to some extent the 
decision-making processes these organizations engage in are inclusive in scope because of them. 
In addition, both organizations and their participants are involved in multiple stages of the 
decision-making process, as observed through their modes of participation, and representation is 
a central element of participation. I argue these factors to some extent add to the quality of 
participation. Based on this assessment, one can determine that both organizations to some 
extents are inclusive in scope and inclusive in their quality of participation. These determinations 
push the group of decision-makers to be more identical to those affected by decisions, however, 
how much so cannot be determined through this research. Because of this, I argue that the 
decision-making processes RISD and ECO are engaged in are inclusive, though not completely, 
and therefore contribute to democratic legitimacy. 
5.1.2 Democratic Control 
 Dingwerth (2007a) argues that forms of democratic control can be understood as passive 
forms of participation and that the concept revolves around the idea that the choices of governing 
bodies to some extent should be controlled by the governed (p. 29). He asserts that democratic 
control can be perceived as “the existence of roughly equal access to such control mechanisms 
among individuals or groups that may legitimately hold decision-makers accountable” (p. 30). 
To assess democratic control, questions on democratic accountability and transparency must be 
answered. First, to determine democratic accountability three questions are proposed: 1. Which 
effective mechanisms of accountability exist in each decision-making structure? 2. Which groups 
have a valid claim to hold decision-makers accountable? 3. Which opportunities do these groups 
have to access existing control mechanisms? Second, to determine transparency three questions 
are proposed: 1. What information about the existence, structure, content, and status of the 
decision-making process is available to the public? 2. How and at which costs can those who 
may be significantly affected by a collective decision inform themselves about the decision-
making process? 3. Which barriers to accessing, collecting, and disseminating information about 




 To reiterate, the forms of participation which contribute to decision-making processes at 
RISD include advocacy, lobbying, forums, thematic meetings, trainings, conferences, 
workshops, and consultancies (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.c; Rwanda 
Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.e; Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, 
n.d.r). One accountability mechanism intended to exist for each decision-making structure is 
public access to all information. Unfortunately, one barrier that exists is that many links on their 
website are expired making it difficult to uncover information for public debates and decision-
making at all stages. Links for advocacy, lobbying, forums, thematic meetings, and consultancies 
are inaccessible. However, the other decision-making structures are available, and many 
consultancies are listed elsewhere. These modes of participation are all opportunities for groups 
to access existing control mechanisms.  
Three trainings are featured on the website- The Best Practices for Land and Natural 
Resource Property Rights in East and Central Africa training, a training session in Mugina at 
Kivumu Primary School, and a training in Kayonza district. The second and third trainings do 
not address a specific decision-making process but do represent an effective accountability 
mechanism by educating local leaders and equipping them with knowledge and skills related to 
land dispute management (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.c). The first 
training was a partnership project between USAID and the Rwanda Government through the 
Ministry of Land that was implemented by ARD, Inc. It targeted three groups: national policy 
makers, USAID faculty, implementing partner technical staff who created policy and 
implementation designs to mediate issues with land tenure and property rights (Rwanda Initiative 
for Sustainable Development, n.d.c). The training was held between November and December 
2007 and had approximately 80 participates in attendance including facilitators. RISD was 
subcontracted to provide logistics for the training which is an accountability measure since other 
parties involved are rule-makers. Partners and members of the press were also present which 
represents an additional accountability measure (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, 
n.d.c). Parties of the training have access to control mechanisms and those with access to the 
media can inform themselves about the decision-making process.  
Two conferences are reported on: the LandNet Rwanda Chapter Consultative Meeting on 




grassroots, civil society, local administration, and policymakers to “bridge existing information 
gaps and misunderstandings between the population and policy-makers on property taxation and 
land lease” (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.i, para. 1). The nature of this 
meeting, gathering participants from different sectors, provides an effective accountability 
measure by representing both rule-makers and those being governed. The latter brought together 
high-level policy makers, donors, local leaders, and land stakeholders (Rwanda Initiative for 
Sustainable Development, n.d.g, para. 1). RISD’s involvement in the assembly of this conference 
serves as an accountability measure since it represents the interests of those being governed, 
while the participants represent the interests of those creating rules. Grassroots and civil society 
organizations including RISD have a valid claim to hold decision-makers accountable by 
advocating and lobbying for their interest. No information on the existence, structure, content, or 
status of the decision-making process that these conferences influenced is available. 
Unfortunately, links on both pages to download full declarations for each conference are expired 
which represents a barrier to accessing information and a missed opportunity for an 
accountability mechanism. 
Next, the organization reports five workshops: 1. Workshop on Land Use and 
Villagization, 2. A Consultative Workshop on Capacity Needs of the Land Commission 
Organized by RISD, Rwanda Land Commission and Ombudsman, 3. International Land 
Coalition Workshop in Kigali, 4. A Workshop on Expropriation and Related Disputes 
Management Process, and 5. Land Policy in Africa: A Framework to Strengthen Land Rights, 
Enhance Productivity and Secure Livelihoods (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, 
n.d.r). The nature of workshops provides a space for open discussions and the ability for invited 
parties to represent their interests. The first workshop was the presentation of research conducted 
by RISD and Oxfam to contribute to informed decision-making processes on land use and 
villagization (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.s). The second, third, fourth, 
and fifth workshop involved parties from multiple leadership levels and representation from 
other NGOs and civil society organizations giving them a valid claim to hold decision-makers 
accountable (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.r).  
Some information about the existence, structure, content, and status of the decision-




processes the research aimed to or did influence is not explicitly stated. The second workshop 
examines the “different roles and responsibilities of the Land Commission and the Land Bureau 
institutions, and dialogue on long term strategies on how to bridge any existing gaps” as 
decision-making processes (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.a, para. 2). The 
third workshop’s decision-making process was the African Union’s Heads of States decision to 
pass land policy guidelines. The workshop worked to strengthen civil society organizations 
involvement and influence in the implementation phase (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable 
Development, n.d.h). Fourth, the decision-making process this workshop focuses on is the 
Organic Land Law implemented by the Government of Rwanda that allows for expropriation, 
settlement, and management of land in the public interest. RISD with other civil society 
organizations aimed to inform stakeholders and provide a space for conversation to build further 
recommendations (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.d). Lastly, at the fifth 
workshop, representatives from “all five regions of the continent, civil society organizations, 
centers of excellence in African and elsewhere, practitioners and researchers in land policy 
development and implementation, government agencies and Africa’s development partners” 
were able to draft an initiative that was “presented before the formal decision-making processes 
of the AU for approval and adoption by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government in July 
2009” (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.j, para. 1). Those affected by 
decisions produced by these decision-making processes can access information about each 
process through RISD’s webpage and through further research on each process explicitly 
mentioned. No obvious barriers to accessing, collecting, or disseminating information exist other 
than the potential of not having computer or internet access.  
RISD’s CEO, Annie Kairaba, sums up this argument well in a message posted on the 
website’s homepage (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.k): 
A major experience over the last 20 years of RISD’s existence is that successful pursuit 
of sustainable development is rooted at the grassroots; where the beneficiaries are the 
main partners of the program. They own it, do it with you, and demonstrate the benefits 
through impact! RISD’s success has also benefited from the existing tripartite partnership 




to the highly well-modeled Board of Directors with clear policy guidance, RISD is also 
able to excel. (para. 3 & 4) 
Modes of participation at ECO take place through projects and events and include 
awareness campaigns, advocacy, trainings, expose visits, information sharing, organization of 
groups, supporting and promoting better management of various natural resources, capacity 
building, resilience building, and forming partnerships (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.i). 
Many modes of participation represent effective accountability measures by influencing the ways 
those who are governed are governed. Awareness campaigns and advocacy can inform those 
being governed about policies that could be most beneficial to people. Supporting and promoting 
sustainable and equitable natural resource management provides an accountability mechanism 
for those whose livelihoods are affected by natural resources. Organizing groups can promote 
representation of interests as those with similar interests come together. Information sharing can 
be used between groups to align interests and even form partnerships, which also brings those 
with similar interests together. Exposure visits keep ECO’s platform in line with local 
perspectives so that civil society representation accurately reflects values on the ground. 
Trainings, resilience building, and capacity building involve hands on action to drive change, 
giving those on the ground resources to influence how they are governed.  
Groups involved in these forms of participation have a valid claim to hold decision-
makers accountable. For example, the Karamoja Extractives & Mineral Sector Transparency & 
Accountability project’s primary mechanisms include: “advocating for pro-people and pro-
Karamoja context legislations and policies, capacity building of local CSO’s, information 
sharing, working with the DGSM in reaching out to miners, offering local dialogue and debate 
platforms, expounding on related rights and demanding for good governance of the sector” 
(Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.e, para. 4). This project directly works to improve the 
democratic control for decision-making processes surrounding extractives and minerals in 
Karamoja. 
Public access to project and event information represents another effective accountability 
measure. The organization reports 12 projects, however, three projects have nonfunctioning links 
meaning there is no additional information on the following projects- Improved Livelihoods, 




Nabilatuk and Napak Districts, Strengthening Resilience & Sustainable Resource Use for Food, 
Health and Livelihoods Security of Agro-Fishing and Mining Communities in Uganda, and 
Elimination of Child Labor in Mining Communities Through Skilling in Moroto and Bugiri 
Districts (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.i). Despite, there is another project titled 
Elimination of Child Labor in Mining in Bugiri and Moroto Districts which implies the third 
missing project is a continuation with the addition of skilling.  
Two projects, Karamoja Mining Governance and the Enhancing Resilience of 
Communities through Integrated Risk Management, explicitly state which decision-making 
processes they work to influence, offering some information about the existence, structure 
content and/or status of the decision-making process. The decision-making process that the 
Karamoja Mining Governance project promoted was the Mining and Mineral Bill that supported 
sustainable natural resource management in the mining sector and protected the human rights of 
miners among other things (Ecological Christian Organization, 2019). In addition to the full draft 
bill, a Gender, Social, and Regulatory Impact Assessment Report is posted on the website along 
with five documentaries that explain why the region remains poor, the conditions the miners 
work in, the draft debate kickoff, information on the potential of minerals, and about the launch 
of a mineral’s office in Moroto (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.f; Turyahikayo, 2018, 
Ecological Christian Organization, 2020a; Ecological Christian Organization, 2020b; Ecological 
Christian Organization, 2020c; Ecological Christian Organization, 2020d; Ecological Christian 
Organization, 2020e). Those significantly affected by the collective decision can inform 
themselves about the decision-making process by accessing ECO’s website. This may be a 
barrier as those affected by the decision-making process may not have computer and internet 
access to access, collect, and disseminate information. The project is supported by the 
Democratic Governance Fund which serves as an accountability mechanism alongside public 
access and the opportunity for media scrutiny (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.f).  
Enhancing Resilience of Communities through Integrated Risk Management started in 
2017 through the support of Wetlands International. The project promotes integrated risk 
management (IRM)- a form of resilience building that incorporates inclusion and communities. 
Prior to the start of this project, barriers diminished the effectiveness of IRM and the 




approach specially in the decision-making process for the National Wetlands Policy. One main 
objective is that “investments by private sector on fragile ecosystem that include wetlands 
comply with IRM based principles and IRM proof to prevent new vulnerabilities or aggravate the 
existing vulnerabilities by 2020” (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.b, para. 3). No 
information is available about the structure or status of the decision-making structure.  
 Those who are significantly affected by a collective decision made by a decision-making 
process can inform themselves about the two mentioned above through ECO’s website. Again, a 
barrier to accessing, collecting, and disseminating information could be lack of computer and 
internet access. An additional barrier is the little information on which, if any, decision-making 
processes the forms of participation aim to influence directly.  
 Democratic control is composed of democratic accountability and transparency. 
Regarding democratic accountability, RISD’s effective mechanisms include its modes of 
participation, organizing different types of actors, public access to information, and the ability 
for media to scrutinize activity because of public access. ECO’s include its modes of 
participation, organizing groups on the ground, and public access to information. At both 
organizations, the parties involved in activities have a valid claim to hold decision-makers 
accountable. These groups have access to existing control mechanisms at both organizations 
through modes of participation. Transparency wise, at RISD there is information available to the 
public about the decision-making processes that trainings and workshops influence, but no 
information about the specific processes that conferences influence. At ECO, there is information 
about the decision-making processes two projects influence but no information about the specific 
processes the remaining 10 projects influence. Those affected by collective decisions can inform 
themselves about the decision-making processes through both organization’s websites and 
through research. Barriers to accessing, collecting, and disseminating information may include 
lack of computer, internet access, nonfunctioning links, and a lack of information about specific 
decision-making processes their work aims to influence.  
The concept of democratic control is based on the idea that those being governed should 
to some extents have control over the choices of governing bodies. Those being governed can 
make use of accountability mechanisms to hold decision-makers accountable. Governing bodies 




informed and enact accountability mechanisms. Both RISD and ECO hold decision-makers 
accountable through a variety of mechanisms and contribute to informing the public through 
publishing information on decision-making processes that will directly affect the constituencies 
they represent. While there are some gaps in information available and barriers to accessing, 
collecting, and disseminating information, I argue their effort to introduce opportunities for 
groups to hold decision-makers accountable and to inform the public contributes to democratic 
legitimacy.   
5.1.3 Discursive Quality 
 Dingwerth (2007a) argues that deliberative democracy can be analyzed through 
observing universality, rationality, and reciprocity to determine the discursive quality. He 
proposed two sets of questions- the first analyzes deliberativeness and the second discursive 
balance. Deliberativeness advances five questions: 1. To what extent does the structure of a 
given decision-making process allow arguing to become a relevant mode of interaction? 2. 
Which deliberative elements exist in the decision-making process? 3. What role do arguments 
play in the actual decision-making process? 4. To what extent do deliberations reach beyond elite 
negotiations? 5. How do participants approach deliberations? (p. 35). Discursive balance 
proposes three questions: 1. What are the qualities of the dominant discourse(s) in the issue area 
in which a decision-making process is situated? 2. How do they affect the decision-making 
process? 3. Which role do alternative discourses play? (p. 35). 
 As stated above, RISD is transparent about the decision-making processes in one training 
and four workshops. The Best Practices for Land and Natural Resource Property Rights in East 
and Central Africa training does not appear to allow arguing to become a relevant mode of 
interaction. The training assessed “land tenure and property rights constraints experienced in 
their countries” and designed “policies and implementing strategies appropriate for addressing 
those constraints” (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.c, para. 3). No 
deliberative elements are explicitly mentioned and therefore the role arguments play in this 
decision-making process and how participants approach deliberations cannot be assessed. Actors 
included national policy makers, USAID personnel, and technical staff from ARD, Inc. in the 
East and Central Africa region. RISD was subcontracted to provide logistics (Rwanda Initiative 




included elite negotiations with the presence of RISD, but RISD’s ability to represent civil 
society is not explicitly stated. For this training, dominant discourses surrounding the issue area 
are not discussed so therefore how they affect the decision-making process and alternatives 
cannot be assessed.  
 The first workshop that influences a decision-making process is the Consultative 
Workshop on Capacity Needs of the Land Commission Organized by RISD, Rwanda Land 
Commission and Ombudsman. The main purpose of the workshop is to “examine different roles 
and responsibilities of the Land Commission and the Land Bureau institutions, and dialogue on 
long term strategies on how to bridge any existing gaps” (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable 
Development, n.d.a, para. 2). The structure of this process does allow for arguing to become a 
relevant mode of interaction because dialogue between participants represents a deliberative 
element in the decision-making process. The nature of a consultative workshop implies that 
arguments play a role in bridging gaps and forming a consensual opinion between parties. Parties 
involved include the Chief Ombudsman and approximately 100 participants from Land 
Commissions, Land Bureaus, the National Land Commission Office, the National Land Center, 
civil society members, and donors (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.a). The 
inclusion of civil society members in the workshop is the extent to which deliberations reach 
beyond elite negotiations. Participants approach deliberations with the goal of representing their 
interests to reach a decision on the “roles and responsibilities of institutions responsible for land 
expropriation and land related disputes” (para. 1). No information is published about the specific 
discourses to allow for assessment of the qualities, their affect, and the role they play. 
 The structure of the International Land Coalition Workshop in Kigali was discussion 
based which implies that to some extent arguing was allowed to become a relevant mode of 
interaction. Outside of discussions, no additional deliberative elements are mentioned. 
Arguments played the role in allowing for the creation of policy guidelines between 80 
participants from 18 countries that reflected the “needs for human rights, equity, and sustainable 
livelihoods” (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.h, para. 2). The workshop 
aimed to share in advance the proposed Africa Land Policy Framework and Guidelines to 
increase the involvement of civil society in the implementation phase and their involvement in 




stretches deliberations beyond elite negotiations. The qualities of dominant discourse included 
human rights, equity, sustainable livelihoods, and civil society organization advocacy in land 
policy. Their role affected the decision-making process in their favor as policy guidelines were 
adopted by Heads of States. Alternative discourses would be previous deliberations prior to this 
workshop leading to the creation of the Africa Land Policy Framework and Guidelines (Rwanda 
Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.h).  
 Third, the structure of the Workshop on Expropriation and Related Disputes Management 
Process decision-making process does not allow much room for arguing because the goal of the 
workshop is to “present stakeholders with existing expropriation procedures, and to share 
experiences form the ongoing expropriation processes, with view of soliciting further 
recommendations” (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.d, para. 3). The 
organizers of the event were the Ministry of Natural Resources (MINIRENA) and the National 
Land Commission in partnership with LandNet Rwanda who presented to RISD for discussion 
about future actions as a deliberative process. Arguments made by RISD are in reference to 
future recommendations for the Organic Land Law which “provides for expropriation in the 
public interest, settlement, and general land management” (para. 2). RISD’s involvement in 
deliberations represents deliberations beyond elite negotiations. No information is available 
about how participants approach deliberations. The dominant discourse about the issue area of 
expropriation is that improper planning management can produce conflict (para. 3). The 
workshop is organized because of the dominant discourse to incorporate shared experiences and 
produce further recommendations to prevent conflict. Alternative discourses are not discussed. 
 Fourth, the Land Policy in Africa: A Framework to Strengthen Land Rights, Enhance 
Productivity and Secure Livelihoods workshop allowed arguing to become a relevant mode of 
interaction between civil society organizations, relevant practitioners and researchers, regional 
environmental centers, centers of excellence, Africa’s development partners, and government 
agencies (Rwanda Initiative for Sustainable Development, n.d.j, para. 1). The main deliberative 
element in the decision-making process is consultations. Arguments led to the development of a 
framework and guidelines that were presented to the formal decision-making processes of the 
AU (para. 1). Deliberations reach beyond elite negotiations by including all parties mentioned 




enhancing productivity and securing livelihoods for the majority of the continent’s population” 
(para. 1). Dominant discourses for the issue area of land rights and livelihoods have shaped many 
of the chapters that make up the framework and guidelines developed at this workshop. The 
qualities of these dominant discourses include explanations for the land sectors less than primary 
role in development, crucial processes for strong comprehensive policies, possible shortcomings, 
potential ways to track development and implementation progress, and suggestions for AU 
member countries to use the framework and guidelines (para. 2). No alternative discourses are 
discussed and therefore their role cannot be assessed. 
 For ECO, there are two projects that aim to influence reported decision-making 
processes. The first is the Karamoja Mining Governance project which involves the Mining and 
Mineral Bill. The decision-making process for this project allows for arguing through the 
deliberative process of consultative dialogues (Ecological Christian Organization, 2019). The 
actual decision-making process is the debate and passing of the Mining and Mineral Bill that 
arguing played a direct role in (Ecological Christian Organization, 2020d). The project reaches 
beyond elite negotiations by also including local citizens, the District Mineral Watch Platforms, 
and civil society organizations. No information about how participants approach deliberations is 
available (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.f). ECO (n.d.f) lays out three specific 
objectives that feature dominant discourses in the issue area of mining governance in the 
Karamoja region that they aimed to include in the decision-making process: 
1. Legal and policy frameworks to effectively support sustainable management of the 
mining sector and safeguard interests of local communities strengthened. 
2. The capacity and collective action of the local communities to effectively engage and 
influence decisions related to mining extractives is strengthened.  
3. The capacity of the local government and CSO actors in advocating for accountability 
and protecting human rights in cases related to extractive mining sector is 
strengthened. (para. 3) 
No information about alternative discourses is available and hence their role cannot be assessed 
(Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.f). 
 Second, the Enhancing Resilience of Communities through Integrated Risk Management 




appear to be a relevant mode of interaction. The project’s main objectives are to establish an 
integrated risk management approach in the National Wetlands Policy and to ensure that private 
sector investments that involve wetlands comply with integrated risk management principles by 
2020 (Ecological Christian Organization, n.d.b, para. 3). ECO is committed to doing a variety of 
things to drive change that could classify as deliberative elements because of their nature to 
facilitate discussion. These elements include putting those at risk at the forefront to build on 
existing expertise and partnering with media, research groups, local communities, civil society 
organizations, government institutions, and private investors (para. 4). The role that arguments 
play in the actual decision-making process cannot be assessed since information about arguments 
is not explicitly mentioned. Deliberations would reach beyond elite negotiations because of the 
involvement of communities and civil society actors. Information on how participants approach 
deliberations is not reported and therefore cannot be assessed. Dominant discourses in this issue 
area include the need for increased resilience for those living in areas of risk due to loss and 
degradation of wetlands through proper conservation and sustainable management. However, the 
effectiveness of the current measures at the time of this project were limited by institutional, 
community capacity, and knowledge constraints. Because of this, integrated risk management 
was proposed as an “inclusive, community driven approach to resilience building” (para. 1) that 
was aimed to be implemented into the National Wetlands Policy. While all discourses had the 
same goal for resilience, this approach may represent an alternative discourse because it 
incorporates integrated risk management as opposed to other management methods.  
 The assessment of discursive quality includes assessing deliberativeness and discursive 
balance for decision-making processes. From the assessment on democratic control, I found that 
RISD had one training and four workshops and that ECO had two projects that explicitly stated 
which decision-making processes they intended to influence through their activities. Using the 
information made available through both organization’s webpages, I found three decision-
making processes RISD was involved in, and one process ECO was involved in allowed arguing 
to become a relevant mode of interaction. The deliberative elements that existed in RISD’s 
decision-making processes included dialogue, discussions, presentations, and consultations. 
ECO’s involved consultations and discussions. The roles arguments played varied per process, 




involvement of RISD and ECO as civil society organizations. Lastly, how participants 
approached deliberations and the discursive balance varied per process.   
 The last dimension that makes up democratic legitimacy is discursive quality. RISD and 
ECO’s involvement in decision-making processes has the potential to bring arguments and 
deliberative elements from civil society that would otherwise go overlooked. While not every 
decision-making process they work to influence allows arguing, their participation pushes most 
negotiations beyond elite negotiations through other deliberative elements. The research and 
programs the organization’s do bring discourse to decision-making processes that represents the 
interests of civil society. While the discursive balance is not perfect, I argue the contributions 
that RISD and ECO make through their deliberative elements and discourses produce a higher 
discursive quality and therefore contributes to democratic legitimacy. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
 One source of conflict in the African Great Lakes region is natural resources. 
Environmental peacebuilding proposes the potential for natural resources to act as a source of 
cooperation as an alternative. The EU-UN environmental peacebuilding pilot project in the 
African Great Lakes region focuses on building civil society’s capacity to resolve conflict over 
natural resources. Civil society may offer not only a way to effectively implement environmental 
policies, but also a way to increase the democratic legitimacy of decision-making processes. A 
decision-making process is said to be democratically legitimate to the extent to which it is 
inclusive, has elements of democratic control, and has discursive balance. Improving democratic 
legitimacy can lead to better governance which can have positive impacts on peace and 
development. 
Guided by Dingwerth’s (2007) framework, this thesis sought to answer the question: how 
do RISD and ECO make claims at democratic legitimacy? I argue that both RISD and ECO 
makes claims through their strides to be inclusive, provide control mechanisms, and contribute to 
discursive balance. RISD promotes inclusivity through its modes of participation which include 
advocacy, lobbying, forums, thematic meetings, trainings, conferences, workshops, and 
consultancies. The organization provides control mechanisms by being transparent and offering 
public access to information about multiple trainings and workshops. Lastly, they contribute to 
discursive balance through extending some deliberations beyond elite negotiations.  
ECO’s modes of participation include awareness campaigns, advocacy, trainings, 
exposure visits, information sharing, organization of groups, supporting and promoting better 
management of various natural resources, capacity building, resilience building, and forming 
partnerships. It is transparent about two projects and offers information to the public about the 
decision-making processes each project contributes to. Finally, the organization also pushes 
some deliberations past elite negotiations and therefore contributes to discursive balance.  
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 Some limitations should be noted. This research is limited in scope as it only includes a 
portion of the civil society organizations included in the greater EU-UN pilot project in the 
African Great Lakes region. Because of the sample size, the findings of this research are specific 
to this case study and are not comprehensive. Another limitation is limited access to data as 
many links on RISD and ECO’s webpages were expired or inaccessible. Access to this 
information may expand the findings. 
 Many avenues for future research arise from this project. First, this research is not 
comprehensive, and each decision-making process identified in the analysis could be 
individually researched and analyzed for democratic legitimacy. Second, the remaining four 
organizations could be analyzed to observe how they contribute to democratic legitimacy both 
individually for states and collectively for the region. Lastly, global environmental governance 
research would benefit from understanding the effectiveness of each NGO to mitigate 














APPENDIX 1: RISD’S STRATEGIC PARTNERS 
1. Department for International Development (DFID) 
2. EU 
3. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
4. International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD) 
5. International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) 
6. International Institute for Rural Reconstruction (IIRR) 
7. Global Green Growth Institute (GGI) 
8. World Bank 
9. UN Development Programme (UNDP) 
10. International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) 
11. MINIJUST 
12. Rwanda Natural Resource Authority (RNRA) 
13. MINALOC 
14. Ombudsman 
15. The Netherlands Embassy in Rwanda 
16. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
17. International Land Coalition 
18. LandNet 
19. Oxfam 
20. African Land Policy Initiative (ALPI) 
21. Rosa-Luxemberg-Stiftung 
22. United States Agency for International Development (USAID)  
 




APPENDIX 2: LIST OF NETWORKS, COALITIONS, ASSOCIATIONS, AND FORUMS 
ECO IS A MEMBER OF 
 
1. Uganda Water and Sanitation NGOs Network (UWASNET) 
2. Carbon Emissions Reduction Association (CERA) 
3. Uganda Coalition for Sustainable Development (UCSD) 
4. Plants Resources Of Tropical Africa 
5. Uganda Nile Discourse Forum (UNDF) 
6. National Association of Professional Environmentalists (NAPE) 
7. Publish What You Pay- Uganda (PWYP- U) 
8. Climate Change Action Network Uganda (CAN- U) 
9. Pan-African Climate Justice Alliance (PACJA) 
10. Climate Action Network International (CAN-I) 
11. African Greens Federation (AGF) 
12. Civil Society Coalition on Oil (CSCO) 
13. Global Water Partnership for Eastern Africa  
14. Population and Climate Change Africa Forum (PACCAF) 
15. Riamriam Civil Society Network (Karamoja Region) 
16. The Sustainability School Programme 
17. Uganda’s Ministry of Water and Environment (Climate Change Unit, Directorate of 
Water) 






APPENDIX 3: ECO’S FUNDING PARTNERS 
1. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
2. Malteser International Order of Malta Worldwide Relief 
3. Brot Für Die Welt 
4. Wetlands International  
5. Cordaid 
6. AWO International 
7. Forests of the World 
8. Democratic Governance Facility (DGF) 
9. Nola Stewart 
10. Terre Des Hommes  
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